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BeforeSTEELE, Chief Justice]JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 16" day of August 2011, upon consideration of thefbrié the parties
and the record below, it appears to the Court that:

(1) The respondent-appellant, Ronald J. Scott(“Biusband”), filed an
appeal from the Family Court’s February 21, 201deorawarding alimony to the
petitioner-appellee, Victoria O. Scott (“Wife”). eBause we conclude that the
record is inadequate for our appellate review, dpigeal must be dismissed.

(2) It appears that Husband and Wife were mainetB80, separated on

or about September 9, 2009, and divorced on Jun@@W. Husband and Wife

! The Courtsua sponte assigned pseudonyms to the parties by Order ddsedh 21, 2011.
Supr. Ct. R. 7(d).



have no children. On February 15, 2011, a heasiag held in the Family Court
regarding ancillary matters stemming from the pattdivorce. Both Husband and
Wife were present for the hearing. They were dbleeach agreement on all
ancillary matters with the exception of the issdeabmony. Following the
hearing, the Family Court issued an order awardlimgony to Wife.

(3) In this appeal from the Family Court's Febgu&l, 2011 order,
Husband claims, in essence, that the Family Cavetleand abused its discretion
when it ordered him to pay alimony.

(4) The record before us reflects that Husbanddidbrder a transcript of
the Family Court’s hearing on ancillary mattersis Hotice of appeal states “[n]o
transcript needed.” It is well-established thas tBourt will not review claims
raised on appeal that are not fully and fairly preed in the appellant’s opening
brief? The Rules of this Court require the appellantiésignate and order for
transcription those portions of the proceedings éna relevant to the claims made
on appeaf,and to include in the opening appendix those postiof the transcript
of the proceedings below as are necessary to weCourt a fair and accurate

account of the context in which the claimed errewred?

2 Proctor v. Bunting, 797 A.2d 671, 672 (Del. 2002) (citifdurphy v. Sate, 632 A.2d 1150,
1152 (Del. 1993)).

3 Supr. Ct. R. 9(e) (ii).

* Supr. Ct. R. 14(e).



(5) Husband’s failure to include the hearing tcaipg with his appeal
precludes our appellate review of his claimsHis appeal must, therefore, be
dismissed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that this apped)ISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice

®Tricochev. Sate, 525 A.2d 151, 154 (Del. 1987).



